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JOINT HEARING 

Minutea or Hearing -- February 17, 1971 

Senate Committee on Federal, State and Local Governments 
Asaembly Committee on Oovernment Atfairs 

Tboae in attendance were: 

Bal Saith, Cha1~an 
Virgil Getto 
France• Hawkin& 
Mar1 Frazzini 
N'lcx Lauri 
Richard Bryan 
Dick Ronzone 

James I. Gibeon, Chairman 
Warren L. Monroe 
Lee Walker 
Carl P. Dodge 
Chio Hecht 
Stan Drakulich 

Also present were: 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

AssemblY Committee on Government 
Affairs 

Senate Committee on Federal~ 
State and Local Governmen.ts 

Bob Petron1, Clark County Sehool D11tr1ct 
I. R. Aahleman, II, Attor-ney 
Ke1th J. Henrikson, Peace Office~• - Fire Fighters 
iwnond G. Faalt1a, Washoe County Te:achers Association 
eurt .Blyth• Nevada Mllniclpal Aaaoe1at1on 
Joe Latimore, C1ty. Manager, City ot Reno 
Angua MacEachern. Personnel .\'1AlYat, City ot Las Vegas 
Al Seeliger. Nevada School Tr"1ftee• Aaaoo1at1on 
Bob Gagnier, Nevada State Employees Aeaociat1on 
John Hawkins. Carson City School D1strtot 

.. 
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David Henry. Clark County Administrator 
~arv1n Pioollo• Superintendent of Washoe County School District 
Clinton G. Knoll, General Manager, Reno Employers Council 

Preas representatives 

Chairman Smith and Chairman Gibson explained the purpoa& ot 
this meeting and the procedure to be followed during the 
hearing. This particular bearing would be general in nature 
and more detail& would be gone into at future meetings. 

Mr. BOB PETRON!• repreaentini th~ Clark County School District. 
was the first witness to speak to the committees, stating only 
that he had not had autticient time to atudy the bill and would 
request that he be given a chance to be beard at a later date. 

Mr. I. R. ASHLEMAN, repreaent1ng the Joint legislative committee 
or the Federated li'ire lighters and the Nevada PtHUHt Ot"fioers was 
next to speak. He stated that he had also met with virtually 
every major publie employee group to discuss the oha.nges proposed 
in the bill -- and 1n that sense he is speaking for them alao. 
He further stated that he feels that this has been a useful 
bill and a real tool for negotiations in :Nevada, but now that 
they have had a chance to tr-y it out they a.re hare with suggested 
amendments. They believe that these proposed cha.n~e$ are truly 
1n the public interest. It is vital not only to be able to 
resolve d1ffioult1es, but to do it in such a manner that publ1o 
employees and the public entity think they have been treated 
fairly and oan make such announcements to the press and otners 
ot concern. Ma.inly they have changed the act so that the Labor 
Management Board is somewhat o.f a passive party to an aet1ve 
party - tbey have tried to onange it ao that the r1ghta and 
obliga.tiona of the parties are equally balanoed. 

Mr. A&hlenlan then went over the proposed amendments in AB-178 
as f"ollowe: 

All changes concern the removal of the word "looal." 

Page 21 lines f and 6. Addition of language "the State or 
Nevada, 'the nn versity or Nevada System, and hospital d1str1ota.• 
At the time they were pr&paring the proposed amendments, there 
wen a number of meetings held with representat1v•a or the atate 
employees. Thoae representativee 1nd1aated at that time that 
they would like to be included 1n th~ Dodge bill. They have 
since heard that they do not want to be inc,luded in it. The 
people who asked for the 'On'rvera1 ty of t1evada. to be included• 
still w1eh to do so. The hospital d1striets are included 
solely as a matter or clar1r10ation. 
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Page 2~ Lines 15-22. Addition ot new language 1n two parta. 
w!t6 t e Pirst part beings •action with othePs causing the 
stoppage ot work tor the purpose ot inducing, intluenoing or 
coere1ng a change in the conditions, compensation, rights. 
privileges or obligations or public employment;• which was 
added tor aeveral reasona. The reason tor changing the 
4et1n1t1on or •stoppage of work" 1a to add the language 8 aetion 
with otti.ra.• Aa it stand• the ra.ther severe penalties or this 
act could be supplied to an organization or to an individual 
beo.atuse ot an isolated act ot an 1nd1v1dua1. It 1a not neces
sarily the work ot an organization, but may be a single 
individual who- geta angry over bargaining or employment and 
then g1vea a phoney excuse for absenae or quits op etalka orr. 
To have the kind ot et()ppage or work that the legialatur• ia 
eonoerned with baa to be •aet1on w1tb others.• Thia ahould be 
related to oon41t1ona. cQfllpenaationa, rights. privileges, obli
gations of publlo employment. 

And the second part or the new language: •nothing contained 1n 
th1a. chapter limits or Utpaira the right or an:, public employee 
to express or communicate a complaint or opinion on any matte?' 
related to the conditions ot any employment." There have been 
publie em.plo7ers who have said that be-oauae ot the existence ot 
tbe Dodge Act various 1n41v1duala were prevented from presenting 
petitions to a oity eounc1l (tor example). and thia helps elar1f'y 
the 1eg1alat1ve intent that 1nd1viduala can still act on their 
own. 

PRge Fa lines 34-4,. Thia ia a obange 1n the composition or 
i7t Soai:a:. IJ.'6e Goard presently cona1ata of three member• 
b:roactly repr•••nta.t1ve or the public and not closely allied 
w1th any employ•• organ1sat1on or lo.al governun.t employer. 
fb1a is.a b1ghly technical boaN and they reel there anould 
be a ateabes- with expertiae. Tb-.y have asked that tbe Labor 
Ooam1a•ioner, two repreaentativ&e of the public. one from the 
ranlta or govermnent 4111Plo7era and one trom the ranke ot govern
ment employ•••• be placed upon. the board eo there oan be some 
background that 1a tPuly familiar with what 1s involved in labor 
negot1at1ona 1 as well a.a having people to safeguard the public 
inter•••• Thia would make the boa.rd muoh more active, and umbers 
on the board would at111 serve by appo1ntmftnt by the governor. 

Page i• !inea 3 ... 6. They have augg&ated h.re that an executive 
a!reo orne employed. and nave the ability to employ attorneya 1 
mediators, raottind•r•• arbitrators and other neoesaary per
sonnel aa needed. (If atate eaployeea a,...• not going to be 
under this bill, then this language 1s not necessary.) 
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P•&• J,_line ~2. Here they have added "the board,• to the 
language •any party aggr1eved by the failure or any person 
to obey an order ot the board i&sued pursuant to eubsection 
2 may apply to a cou.rt or competent Jurisdiction tor a pro
hibitory or mandatory 1nJunetion to enforce auch order." 
There may be a s1~at1on in whioh both or the parties, oblivious 
ot tho interest or the public o:r the demands or the board, wlah 
to proceed 1n an unlawful manner or in a manner contrary to the 
board'• 1natruct1ons; theretore, the board should be given 
power to enforce the rules and enforce its own mandate it 
n•cesaary rather than relying on the parties to do •o• Thia 
we.a a flaw in the present machinery. In a hill where we nave 
the board safeguarding the publ1o interest. 1t becomes quite 
vital that they be able to enforce their order•• and be able 
to do something about their !'Unction&, Throughout th1s act 
the board is being changed trom a mere mechanical proceea t.o 
a real •watchdog• ot the pablio interest. This language has 
to be able to achieve that need. 

Paa• ~~l1n• !6. Thi& removes a gre.at deal or detailing on how 
you pr uoe w tneases. Past experience has been that there is 
no dittioulty getting information. raots• and witnesses for 
the reason that mediators, arbitrators. and raotfind~rs all 
nave a rule that 1f" the party that should come forward with 
the &videno• does not do ao, they will rule adversely -- they 
will rule a!l 1.f' the facts if pre&ented would have be•n adverse 
to the 1nd1v1duals. It 1# souutwhat self-enrorc1n.1h where the 
partiea have to produce the individuals and the f"aots. The 
spaoe tor the District Cou~t 1s left open and all they have 
done 1a eliminated some detail as to what 1• andertaken. It 
is not a vital matter. but w1ll shorten the act and simplify 
it. 

Page 4 . Seotis;m ll line• 12•2~. This language bas been changed 
outIInfng the r116ts 'of t6e 'employee and the duties or tbe 
employer. This haa been changed to a positive rorm or action. 

Page 41 11n;• ~2-16, ,No.~. It waa telt that this was not 
the IegiatiClve Intent as preaentlJ worded and that it read 
literally a poliee officer could not belong to a "bowling 
league," that bad non-police ott1cers in 1t. The intent 1s 
that when it comes to collective bargaining they have to be 
in a claaa by tnemselvea. ao the sentence has been added to 
this aectioni "Thia reatr-1ot1on applies only to employee 
organisations wb1eh engage in collective bargaining. 9 

Pafo ,41 Se~tion 121 line 39. Addition of the words "1n good ra th, al er the woFa •negotiate.• ~here ia nothing mo~e 

dmayabb
FSLG/GA

dmayabb
Text Box
February 17, 1971



-

-

-

• • 
critical in labor relations than to mak• it perfeetly plain 
to the parties that all negot1at1on• are to be 1n goocl fa.1th. 
The word negotiate means something more than that you will 
ait at a table and you will talk back and forth 1n an empty 
mechan1at1c fashion as some ot the public employers have done. 
Thia 1a moat 1mpo~tant - 1t you have true •good ta1tn• 
braga1n1ng, nothing els• 1• needed. Thereat or the mechanics 
exiat to gua.rante4 that good faith bargaining will, in raot, 
be carried out. 

~ap 4a lin!e 42-q~. Addition or language ttAgreement& so 
rea~hed aha I 6• reluoed to writing.• Aa much as tnl• 1s 
f'undnental to people ot oo•on buaine•• attai:rs, (that 
important matters should be reduced to wr1t1ng,.) some entities 
nave Ntuaed to do so ao that you have complex aohemea tor 
ne,aring grievanoea a;;A discharge ca.sea. Thia ean only lead 
to bickering and di••s~eement. This 15 an ordinar1 and elemental 
nle ot good conduct and good .tumae which should be written 1.n 
the law. · 

FEfe ~, l1~e• 1-2. Thia change would be neC$&sary only if the 
a te emp!oyeea are to be included 1n this bill. 

P~! 5 l!Uff 4.:. Here they nave added the woftds "with regard to 
and not fneontist•nt with," any agreement N$U.lt1ng from nego• 
tiationth This 1& a maJor ehange. The reason for this change 
ia because in dealing with public entities. it has been round 
that (a) this language 1s contusing» (not clear as to what they 
may or may not negot1&t$ over); ~nd (b) actually in many 1natanceo 
handicaps the public employer from meaning.ful bargaining. This 
1& aimply 1u1y1ng that if the employer want• to deal with the 
employee• regarding tbeae 1teanJ1 he may be permitted to do ao-. 

t;•s• la. l~n~, 2~. Adda the words "in violation of law," and 
removea t\e w.o~ds ._against the local go•errnnent $mployer under 
any circwaatanoe,:,. a This is to de.tine throughout the Dodge 
Act Just what a ttatrike" or "violation or law" 1s. This would 
be the appropriate language to undertake the purpose or the 
legislature 1n •hat reg&rd11 

fafe aa tiges ~-•,6• Removes•• a reason to withdraw reeogn1t1on, 
Pa !w-• o preaen · a oopy of a cbange 1n the constitution or 
bylaw& or to give notice or any change 1n the roster of 1ta 
otfieers, 1f &l'l1t or representatives. This provision ehould 
be removed becaun it is open to abuae. Thie is not at all 
vital to the entity, and seems l~ke a trivial reason to revoke 
recognition. 
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Paff 61 lines 1-J• Retains the requirement that the above
re err•! to InPbrma.t1on be presented. 

Pase 6• linee 2-20. This is an expansion upon the det1nit1on 
ol •communI£1 of Interest.• Th1• term baa been round to be 
too vague. On one hand emploJ•rs have &aid •community ot 
intereat• 11 vet:7 narrow..,_ ~ht 1• only to patrolmen, or 
only to the l4nat rate ot tire tighter• or only to certain 
kinda ot teatbePs. Some employees try to aake it too broad. 
So tb.18 ie to try to atrike a medium to get a meanint'tt.tl unit 
that 1• 1-epNsentative or people and doesn't hamper the 
ett1o1enoy or the city like cutting aorosa too manJ lines (tor 
example}, The 1tema added under (a), (b), (c), (d)• and (e) w•~• luggested because ot eull1ng ovoP a great many decisions 
that have been made in the pri1vate sector 1n determining 
appropriate units. Thea• are the various criteria that seemed 
to stand out aa uaet~l or1ter1at and that are being used 1n 
the present time in that sector. Slightly mo41t1ed they have 
tried to fit them 1n the publ1e sector as well. 

fag~~ ligea, 21-~~• This is mo~e or a "re-arrangem.ent." and 
tney •• not changed the original intent of this section. 

Page 6t ltnea J6•f7• Addition or language. tt'the board shall 
apply hi same er 'ter1on as the govern-.nt employer." Thia 
makes it entirely appropriate sc that everybody knows what 
criterion they are dealing with and you have unirorm1ty 
throughout the state on the1e matters. 

Pa'e 61 line 4Zt Removed the language referring to •1.20 daya 6e ore the !ai• Pixed by law ••• " and added instead the worde, 
•on or before December 1,• They have found that the earlier 
starting date some time in October 1e tar too ea.Ply. A new 
budget year starts in July• the employee nas not had much 
experi•nee with the new contract, the tinanctal people ror 
the cities, the school d1atJ-1ot, and the counties don't know 
enough at th1a point to start bargaining, and really ac~ompliab 
anything. December lat 1a suggested because by that tinle thttre 
baa been several months or activity and it aeems that thia 
would be a good starting point. Stru.-ting earlier haa another 
die:advantage - 1t ties up rather valuable city personnel a& 
~n the•••• or Laa Vegas who were involved 1n bargaining ror 
over a year. 

Page 11 61nea ~-2• Here they have asked that the boal1d pay 
Por the servioea of a mediator including actual and neeeasary 
travel and •~bs1stenoe expenaea. It the boa.rd vere to do tbi•• 
there would be no worry about bankrupting either or the partiea 
involved. 
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P ge 7 1 line , a2-33. This allows the party "or either or 
t h m1Fto sub!€ their dispute to a tactfinding panel. Thie 
will encourage the uae of raott1nd1ng and mediation. Faot
t1nd1ng settles about 70$ or the matters where it 1s brought 
in. Stat1:st1oa show that med1at1on haa like effects. 

Page Ya lines 44-49, This adds the proviaion that tbe parties 
be permitted to mutually agree on their own ntectiation or tact
finding procedures or waiving the same. In some given instance 
the parties may decide that tacttinding should come before 
mediation. They may only want to put oertain issues in 
front of a mediator - this would allow them to do so. They 
aleo suggest that the parties u.1. 1t ther desire to, prior 
to aubm1asion ot the d1epute to the ra.ctt1nd1ng panel•• agree 
"to make ita t1nd1ngs on all or any spec1f'1ed 1ssu•• binding 
upon both parties.• 

Pag• 81 l1nee l-¢I• The tremendously sign1t1oant change 
pror,osea Is thia one. Th.18 .has be• n refel"red to by many 
parties as "compulsory arbitration• and •binding aztb1t~at1on.~ 
Except 1n a very rare e1rau.matance thia is neither compulsory 
nor binding and to use that language 1$ misleading. It ia a 
"scare" tactic. There 1a a need, in case or a dangerous 
impasse, som.e. maans or speed1ly re sol v1ng a diepute and lying 
1t to rest, not only 1n the interest of the emJ)loyeea and the 
emplo7er involved. but obviously in the public interest. All 
arbitrators m.tu.tt take up three factors: (1) r1rat or all the 
f1nano1al ability or the government employer to comply with 
the request or the employeeo; (2) the morale and eftioieney 
or th& bargaining unit as affected by the subject Mtter- or the 
diaputeJ and (3) whether or n~t the partiee have been bargaining 
1n good faith to effectuate the purpoaea ot this c~pter. 

Paf es 8 nd 9. Tho next several changes add the words ttor 
ai- l trator. 11 

Page 91 line 33. Changes the language on what is an essential 
ee:rvloe to say •pol1oe and tire aerv1oes" SJ:te essential a.ervioes. 
Th.1.e change was made because earlier they dtuilared that the 
failure to agree 1n th.e police and fire aervio• ia a prima 
f'aoie threat to health• aat•~Y and welfare. The fa1lu.r• to 
agree in the oth•r serv1c,ea'is a matter of where- the board may 
employ its judgment as to the threat to the health, welta.re 
and safety of the State of Nevada,. 
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Pafe 2t lines 4<6-Jtj. Addo the worda •aga1nat the public po loy ol Ehi !ti£e or Nevada to strike or violate any other 
provision or this chapter.• Th1a balance• the aa~ter. 

Page lOa i;nea, ~-11., Ttt1a language haa bffn added aa there 
have 6een vlo1ations aet out that in some in&tances would b& 
relatively tecbn1ca.l, aueh as tbe failure to amend bylaws. 
Thi• could be prpperly handled administratively. The threat 
of strike is a prett1 looae term - you may have some aingle 
ind1v1dual saying you 1Jhould go on at:rik'¼ and nave that oon
atrued to· be the ttthreat ot atrike.• This 1a a tar ery trom 
a strike vote or a atr1ke order by r,eapona1ble oft1ciale or 
a union or the barg,;1n1ng representatives. 

Througho~t this seetion the'7 have added the word• •or violation,• 
ao that othe~ violattons ot the act are onee that ma1 be 
pun1ahed. The burden should be on all parties to obey the law, 
and that is what they have asked toP. 

Fago 10ft lines 21•2&. Here they have reduced the penalties 
f'rom 

155 ,b6i5 to i!, oo tor the particta and from $1,000 to 
$100 tor the individual. Theae penaltiea are per 41em -
theee amountu, -a• pre-vi-ousl:,- s-e-t ar• t>1.1.r beyond the proper 
amount needed., 

£:ass 4o l.1n•• 48-421 e.nd .R•I! ll lines 1 ... 30. This section 
sefa out 'profifS'It!ve praitl'cu,a. +se~e are rew1n• proh1b1t1ve 
p:raetioea for employee• than tor employers. This 1a beeauee 
some of the p:ract1oea by their very nature cannot be committed 
by an employee ~oup. An employee group cannot discharge or 
discipline in the promotion proce••• and ao on. 

Mr. Ashleman concluded by saying that they have tried to set 
up the tQola, the machinery, and the framework within Which 
meaningful eolleotive bargaining can go forth. They reel 
that b7 and large they have been given that undett the previous 
act, but tney have bad the kind or problems that on occas1ona 
made it touon and go a• to whether or not employers or 
employees were going to be very adversely al"tected by the 
mechanie&, whether or not they were going to be able to get 
into certain areas, The key to the real functioning ot this 
1a in the area ot•adviawy ~b1tration.• Thie 1a the area 
where t-he moet misunderstanding exi&t.s. It is initially 
advisory arbitration onlJ at a time when it is determined by 
the board to be appropP1ate. where the parties submit the 
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issues themselves to the arbitrator and 1n effect instruct 
him in what he may or may not find. he may or may not examine 
- that it only becomes compulsory 1n the police and fire 
aerviae when there 1a some other threat to the health; safety 
and welfare of the State of tlevada and 1t becomes "binding• 
only when the boa.rd itself decides it should be deemed binding. 

Senator Monroe then obJected to the wording at th• bottom or 
page 9. lines lt8-49, which waa ooncurred by Mr. A.ahleman. The 
wording should be changed he~e to say 0 str1kes and other 
violations of t.his chapter are against the public pol1cf or 
the State ot Nevada.• 

Orut.1man Gibson wanted to know from Mr. A4hleman whether or 
not they had used all or th• PN>CEH1ures as outlined in ,n1s 
act in the two years it bad been in etreot. Mr. Ashleaan 
stated that they have ,uied. all of them at least once in 
sequence• except perhaps the arbitration. 

Mr-. curt Blyth, Executive Director or the Nevada Mu.n1o1pal 
Asaociation, briet1y·atated to the committees tt:tat 1n tho fall 
of 1970 the Aeaoeiatlon adopted a policy state$ent with reapeet 
to the Dodge Act requesting that it be retained in 1te present 
form, which is attached ae Exhi.bit "A"• At tbe same ti.me the 
Asaoc1ation formed a labor relations auboommittee to apeeiri
eally oonoentrate in this area. Mr. Latimore is the chairman 
or that auboomittee. r.tr. Blyth then introduced Mr. Lat1more 
and Mr. MacEaohern to ma.ke their presentations. 

MR. JOE LATIMORE, City Manager of the City or Reno ror the 
past 10 years, wae next to teetif'y before the oommittees. He 
stated that there are problems, a• all naw acts have; however, 
it nae provided a means tor the employees to meet with manage
ment - 1t has prov1d•d a means tor entering into agreements, 
which are benaf1c1al both to management and to employee,a. Mr. 
Latimore then spoke to the var1ot.u3 suggested changes and how 
they would arrect mun1c1pal1tiea (spec1t'1aally the City or 
Reno). 

Mr. tatimot'te referred to page 2. Section 6, line 8, and a.aid 
that he felt the Dodge bill as it now atandta ha.e an excellent 
definition or "•tr11ce" and ia clear and o.onc1se. He thought 
the n&w proposal leaves a •gray~ area.· With reference to page 
5, line 22 and the words "in violation of' law," he said it 1a 
quite evident that they would not necessarily be striking in 
violation or law, but could be in violation of o1ty regulationa 
rather than possibly the violations or law. 
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Mr. Latimore teat1t1ed that with regard to the change in 
the- time schedule as proposed on page 6 to a starting date 
in December would be 1apoa&ible tor local government. They 
would nave to have the ~udg•t ready• the salary schedule 
ready to go into effect on July 1st and would not receive 
their &Pbitrator'a report until the 15th day of June if you 
follow the sohedule a• outlined on these dates. 

On pages. line l, Mr. Latimore teat1f1e<t that this is moet 
eertainlJ a mandatory arbitration law with regard to all of 
the items pertaining to police and fire. By virtue or this 
definition "the failure to agree involving poliee and r1ren 
lines 15. 16, and 11, are declared to be a threftt to the 
h•alth, weltue and safety ot the &tatth Thia then places a 
mandatoi-y arb1t:rat1o-n olause with regard to the polioe and 
ti~e emplo1e•• within the cities and oounttes and local govern
ment people. The tacts involving the mandatory arbitration 
take the ~eapona1h1lity out ot the hands .or the local government, 
(the eleeted ott1o1als who are responsible to the people ror 
deteNlintng the working conditions., salaries and so .rorth.} 
and place• it in the hands of the outsider. individual, without 
r&apona1b111ty tor financing or answering to the general publio 
aa to the decision that was aetually made, 

Thia bill purports that the &Pb1tra.tor will take into consider
ation certain tacts with regard to his dec1a1on on arbitration. 
hldng these facts into consideration and actually c.oming up 
with a deo1aion must be left up to the local elected ott1c1als. 

Mr. Latimore then retewed to Section 19 on page 9. line 331 
whi.ch removes the word •emplo:,ez-s• and inserts the worda _ ~ .. 
"polio• and fire eervioea,.• 1-bese word• are also 1n••~ted in 
other plao••• They J)Nter that there 1• no diat1nct1on made 
ae to •pol1ee and fire people,• but that all employee• be 
treated alike,. He anewel/'ed qu.e&t.1ons !Pcm the eommittee and 
atated that tbe1 feel 1t is a wo:ttkable bill and that no change 
is ne-oeesary at this time. The:, would request a chance to be 
heard again at a later date and in greater detail on the various 
prov1e1ons. 

Mr. ANGUS MACEACHERN• Pe:raonnol Analyst w.1th the City ot Laa 
Vegae, was next to teat1ty before the committees,. Ile stated 
that tb•Y .reel the language aa preaently written with regard 
to the definition of "•trike• ia ve~y expl1o1t and should 
remain the aame. They aee no reason tor change at the present 

10 

dmayabb
FSLG/GA

dmayabb
Text Box
February 17, 1971



-

-

• • 
time. They do not feel that the words "violation of law" 
should be added. as thi& leaves an area tor 1ntrepretation 
and the wording should remain as simple as poaaible •. 

1 ,,n 
,- ; ,;:_1 

On page 2. lines 34-48 regarding the makeup or the board. this 
should eome ap tor detailed d1scusa1on at a later time. 

As tar as reducing the negotiations to writing, Mr. MaoEaehern 
stated that this ehotlld be left to the parties that are involved 
and whether they should or &hould not be required to do it as 
they aee fit. It is an item that enould be negotiated between 
the two parties that are talking. (At this po1nt Senator Dodge 
preaented a queat1on to Mr. Ashleman olarity1ng that by 
*reducing to wr1ting8 he had not intended 1t to mean just a 
contract~ but could also be a letter or understanding, memo
randum• rules and regulations, and 10 on.) 

Mr. MacEaohern rererl""ed to page 6, 11nea 22 and 24, and 
requested that they be given a chance to go into this at a 
later date aa there is some question as to whether supervisors 
should belong to the same unions or organizations as the men 
that they supervise. With reference to the "timing sequence• 
the City of Laa Vegae favors an extans1on.1n this time 1n the 
negotiation area (page 7, line• 5-9}. They would like to go 
into detail at a later time with regard to the legality of 
the arbitration language. Also with regard to prohibitive prac
tices as proposed on page 10. section 25 -- they feel this ie 
an area that needs quite a bit ot discussion. 

Mr. DAVID HENRY• Clark County Administrator, spoke briefly to 
the conaitteea. He related that even prior to the passage of 
the Dodge bill, the OOil'ml1sa1on in La.a Vegas allowed gr,eivanoe 
boe.rda in each ot the departments to negotiate at any and all 
times r«.p..t'ding any matter relating to their employment with 
the county. They have never had any great problem with the 
negotiating team.a, but feel that they have done very well. 
Re then referred to page 8, lines 22-27, which relates to the 
qu•stion or financial ability that the arbitratoPs are to look 
at. Thie area, 1n his opinion. deserves consideration and he 
pointed out that when you start talking about availability of 
revenues you have to start identifying those sources. if this 
is to be a meaningful provision. 

The next witness to testity was Mr. BOB GAOMIER, Executive 
Sec~etary of the Nevada Employee's Association. Me referred 
to the letter addressed to Mr. Smith as Chairman or the 

l.l 
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Government Aftail"a Coad. ttee, whiob is attaehed aa SXhibit 
"B". He stated that tbe1.r main :reason tov b-eing present waa 
juet to aay that "theJ want out of the bill." They would 
llka to have the language amended thro~gnout ao that the 
state employees are not 1nclude4, but- to leave the coverage 
of the aot the way it""l'a at the present time. 

The ma.in i,,eason tor wanting to ata1 out or tbie b1111• that 
the law was d•signed tor looal governme11t and not fop state 
employees. Anotiu,r amendment they would 111«:e to propose- ie 
on page 4 and 5, which would etteot the-ir requeat that they 
be l•tt out ot the act_. Th.is decitd.on tnu,, reached. Ull&tlimously 
b7 th•ir boa.J!d or diPectore with r•p~•••u,tatton f°l'om· all parts 
of the •tat• and waa reattll".med by a legislative •~ttee 
who met here laat we&k. It ther• ta •~ P:r•••iu,e to bring 
stat• etUploreea undev the prov1a1<'H'l$ of' th1• Mtt• th•Y W<>Uld 
lik• to provide 'the legislature with thfl1P •• pl'opoaal• 
which would be to amend the merit s:yatem law,. where the7 
tetitl oolleot1ve n4'got1ations tor atate empl.:07••• ahould be. 

Mr. AL SEELIGER, Executive Seoretar:, tor the Nevada School 
Trustees A#aooiation, gave a bri•t statement. A cop:, or hi• 
statement in oppos1t1on to b1nd1ng ubit:.ration 1s attached 
hereto a• Exhibit nc". 

Mr. MARVIN PICOLLO, Superintendent of th• Washoe County School 
District, was the next w1tneae to testify before the tomm1tteea. 
He refened to "local ~ontro1,• and aa.td be felt th1• ia ••~1 
important and that there has to be some 4egree·ot aooount
ab111t:,. He noted that the ul~imate key that "pub11o 1nvolv
ment• rest& upon 1a on page 7, 11~ 42, wheN it say& that 
afttn~ you have tried evel"'ytbing else, then 70111 ahall Make th• 
publit aware or the finding•• Re emphaeic•d that th1e 11 one 
of' the i,resent weaxn•••••• 'the publi.o ie not involved except 
&G a la.st resort• and would auggeat that all Pl"O<Htedinga be 
op•ned up ·to t.he public. and pPe&s. 

Ml-. Pioollo f'urthe~ auggeated that ever1 f1nanoial asa1stanee 
poaeible be given to tn1a and that wbeneve~ pQsaible local 
people should be doing some ot tbe arb1t.Pat1on~ 

The next wttneae to appeal" befotte th• cemm1tt•• wae Mr. CLINTON 
KNOLL• G•neral Manager ot the Reno F~loy&ra Council and M.evada 
Association or Employers. He aa!d that the:, do••• some nffd 
for changes. particularly in the timing sche4ule. They •trongly 
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obj&et to using the Labor Commi1,1sioner as a chairman ot this 
board or aa a party to this board, ror th• r•aaon that he has 
no time for this sort of thing. He pointed out that the 
"eomplete thrust• of the proponents of this bill 1s to oo1no1de 
pa.at practice and interpretation or tbe federal labor law into 
this- state act. Alao, 1.n truth, bargaining 1n the private 
sector has been highlJ overrated. 

He ful"ther teat1f1ed that !"resident Kennedy w.h$n be iaaued 
Ex&eut:.t.ve Order 10988 d«tliberately left out the things the 
proponents ot th1e bill are trying to inject in this law, 
and that 1a the 1aeues. the aubJeeta of eolleetive bargaining. 
He alao s~aye-d away from compulaory arbitration. M,ri, Knoll 
reels that on page a. Section• 6 and 7 not only provide& tor 
binding arbit~ation, but will encourage strikes - 1r an 
arbitrator comes up with a decision which is compatible to 
what a rtreman or polieeman wa.nt 1 they might go out on strike 
to fol"o• the board to 1asue the award. aa a binding award• whioh 
they can do under thia act. An outline ot his presentation 1a 
attaehed hereto as Exhibit •o•. 
Mr,. JOHN J!AVKIMS, Superintttndent or schools hore 1n cuaon City 
was the- laat witness to speak to the comm1ttefta. Re noted that 
he bad been through negotiations with the sehool d1atr1ot. 
they have been through raetf1hd1ng and are presently negotiating. 
They hav11 round under the aet that the time table and "tariou& 
othe~ aapeete have been a handicap. Tne1 have not been involved 
in any dift1oult -.1tuationa under tni• particular act. birt do 
teel 1n the oase of' the public school teacher•• t.1\1• first 
proviaion wa• to get a proteaaional praetioee act which insured 
aome tenure to the teaching profeaa1on, and then the second was 
to get an act tor negotiat1ona, and the th1l"d to get a situation 
bordering b1.nd1ng arb1tra,t1on. The atepa are there and 1t 1• 
putting them in a 41ft1owlt i,oa1t1on. 

In their particular btldg;et ther, have to make arrangements tor 
c;ontractual agr~emente with teachers, which oind them to a 
good part or their budget tor salaries.. Approximately 65% ot 
the budget 1• geared tor certified employeee. The total •alary 
commitment 1n their budget ra.nc,es fros 80-83%. The in4ome that 
a sobool district receives is limited and based upon the state 
aid ttHiY roce1ve. They nave no tax aouroea that they can 1n.1tlate 
f'or additional funding. Wben tn•r have demands made with x-egard 
to salaries, it is at a time when they do net aotuallY know 
what their revenue will be. ~1 do not know what their revenue 
will be until the September enrollment te. complete,. and if their 
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enrollment proJeet1ons are wrong• then the only place they 
can go to maintain a balanced budg• t is to go outside the 
oontraotual arrangements and go to those costs where adjuat
mente can be made. 

Mr. Hawkin• further teat1f1ed that hie experience in faot
f1nd1ng and arbitration would indicate that there is a lack 
or responsibility and accoU.Btab1l1ty with regard to the 
tinding or funde to me•t the obl1pticna that they impose 
upon the d1atr1ot. In the final anal7&1e th• arbitrator& 
are not accountable to the oitiaena ot this puticular com
munity_..,. and this 1a a weakness or this pan1eulu program. 
eapeoially if they pt into a a1tuat1on where there ts more 
or a reatr1ct1on aa to aoeept1ng the arbitrator•a dec1a1on. 

There being no further buaineas, the meeting waa adjourned. 

Reapeottully submitted» 

Airy 1ean Pon<il ' 
Committee Secretary 
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WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

• • /-173 

RESOLUTION NO. 70-1 

the Legislative Committee of the _Nevada Municipal 
Association has appointed a collective bargaining 
subcommittee to study personnel matters confrontin~ 
the member cities of said Association for the ourpose 
of developing a legislative program for said Association 
to be presented to the 1971 session of the Nevada 
Legislature; and 

said collective bargaining subcommittee has made its 
report to said Legislative Committee and said Committee 
has reviewed said report and has recommended to the 
general membership of the Nevada Municipal Association 
that the measures hereinafter set forth be adonted as 
the personnel portion of its legislative progr~m to be 
presented to and supported at the 1971 session of the 
Nevada Legislature; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the general membership of the 
Nevada Municipal Association, meeting in general session 
in Boulder City, Nevada, on November 7, 1970, that the 
following personnel measures be endorsed by said Associa
tion and be presented to and supported at the 1971 session 
of the Nevada Legislature: 

1. That the "Dodge Act" be retained in its present form 
as a continuing basis for the labor-management 
negotiations and resolution of disputes in the area 
of governmental employer-employee relations. 

2. That the Public Employees Retirement Act be amended 
to include certain municipal officials, particularly 
the mayors of certain municipalities, within the 
scope of said Act. 

3. That any attempt by the state legislature to provide 
for a pay and job classification plan to be uniform 
throughout the state for municipal employees be 
vigorously opposed. 

4. That the Public Employees Retirement Act be amended 
to include employees of the Nevada Municipal 
Association within the scope of said Act. 

,, A 
It 
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Assemblyman R. Hal Smith, Chairman 
Assembly Government Affairs CoGmittee 
L e g i s l a t i v <:, 8 ti ·j l d i n g 
Carson City, Nevada 

Dear Assemblyman Smith: 

The State of Nevada Employees Association would like to make 
some comments regarding AB 178 which is now in your committee. 

NRS 288, commonly referred to as the Local Government Employee
Management Relations Act, now pertains strictly to local 
g o v e r w:1 e n t e n t i t i e s i n N e v a d a . T h i s b i l 1 \·! o u 1 d i n ( l I! d e s t. r1 t 0 
employees. While SNEA has no particular objections to th2 
bill as a whole, we do object to the inc1usion of state workers 
in this particular law. 

In a meeting of our Board of Directors on January 16, 1971, 
they unanimously voted to oppose inclusion of state emp 1 0yees 
i n t h i s 1 a 1;1 • T he r e a r e s e v e r a l r e a so n s o t! r o r g a n i z a t ·i o n to o :~ 
this step. 

l. We feel the law as presently constituted was designed 
for iocal government an::! \•Jou1d not lend itsc1 f tc 
use in State government. 

2. Local government emp~oyees d~al with an employer 
who is both administrative and legislat1v2. In 
state government, there are tv10 disti:1ctly separate 
administrative and legislative branches. 

3 . Thi s 1 a \'I wo u 1 d tend to fr act i o n a l i z e state govern -
ment and lea.d to a proliferation of bar~aining 
units which might not necessarily be along tradi
tior,dl lines. 

4. The I' e i s no cur re n t de r:) ;:i n d f o r co 1 1 e c-:: i v e bar 'J a i 1! -

ing by st.:1te c11ployt~2s. 

5. If the legislature feels the nee~ to cover state 
\'JO r k er s v, i th some for :n o f c o 1 1 e ct i v e bar '.JD i n i n g 
law, we would prefer to have our own l~w designed 
FOR state employees and included in tlli:: Merit ,. ~ ,. 
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Assemblyman R. Hal Smith 

System statute. 

We have discussed our position with those responsible for 
w r i ti ,·1 g AB l 7 8 a n d they a re i n agree 1:1 en t w i th us that s tat e 
workers shcJld not be included. When a hearing is scheduled 
on this Natter, we will have prepared amendments necessary 
to remove our employees from this bill. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

/ 

BG:dy 
cc: Members of the Committee 

Sincerely, 

'•• 

Bob Gagnier 
Executive Director 
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In reference to binding arbitration: 

The Nevada Schoo 1 Trustees Associ a'tion and the Nevada Association 

of School Superintendents views with concern the suggestions being made 

for removing decision-making powers from those elected by the people. 

"Therefore be it resolved that the Nevada Associatton of School Superin

tendents and the Nevada School Trustees Association reaffirm its position 

of opposition to binding arbitration of any type, or to the establishment 

of any agency empowered to make arbitrary decisions for school boards 

and their employees who are 

"C. ,, 

-_;_' 
/ 
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A. B. 17.Binding Ar ,; trat ion - Pu'ic EmpiOy'ees) 

In private industry, corr~,ulsory arbitration has long been 
accepted by labor and manageme it as a workable means of settling 
dispute~ that arise out of and during the term of a labor contract. 
Arbi tratiol" is therefore l imi t-:~d to grievances over the interpre
tation and app1 ication of the ;pecific provisions of the written 
labor agreement. 

On the other hand, arbit~ation has never gained acceptance 
as a decision-maker Qrior to tre making of an agreement when the 
par tie'> are deadlockecf at the E,argaining table. -

A. B. 178, to amend the l.ocal Government Employee-Management 
Relations Act, would require compulsory and binding arbitration 
of all unresolved disputes at the bargaining table. It is supported 
by organized labor because the rresent law does not give public 
employees the- right to strike tc enforce their demands. On the 
surface, this may appear to some to be a reasonable alternative, 
however, there are sound and compel ling reasons why it, like the 
right to strike, must continue to be denied to those in public 
emp 1 oymen t. 

The following is_a brief outline of some of those reasons: 

1. Public and private employers have a similar responsibility 
to provide decent wages and fringe benefits to their employees, but 
they differ in how they must each meet that responsibility. A 
private employer can invest cap i ta 1 or withdraw it. If faced with 
excessive operating costs the private employer can elect to stay 
in business and pass the cost along to the ultimate consumer, re
locate, or go out of business. At any rate, management is respon
sible to the dictates of its own judgement or that of the stock
holders. 

In comparison, the public employer invests no capital of its 
own, cannot raise the price of its services (taxes} to offset nego
tiated wage increases, nor can the public employer go out of 
business. The money it receives to operate comes from the tax
payer through legislative appropriation and allocation. 

The Employee-Management Relations Act was enacted by the 
last legislature. Since then the public employer has been placed 
in the position of having to negotiate wage adjustments in advance 
of any assurance that the necessary funds would be forthcoming. 
Unable to raise the price of its services or go out of business, 
the public employer must look to the legislature for the necessary 
revenue to underwrite financial commitments made at the bargaining 
table. Bargaining then becomes a threat to legislative control. 

Growing skepticism that the legislature may have already 
relinquished effective control over salaries of public employees 
will be confirmed if binding arbitration becomes a reality. The 
responsibility for decision-making, and hence considerable control 
over the use of public funds, would pass from elected officials to 
professionals-for-hire. 

r:::>.,-
1---- \. 
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Establ fshin. 1 imi t on higher salarie.A thin the cei 1 ing /---1',8 
of existing reven.1es, which has been suggest~s a possible 
safeguard to spec:al interest abuse, will only define the highest 
goal to be achie\i:d. Political pressure to raise the ceiling of 
revenue for salaries will increase when the ability to pay becomes 
the only yardstick in bargaining and economy in government would 
be threatened by "outsiders" who would be free to act without the 
usual restraints i~posed on an elected body by public opinion. 

2. Another objection to compulsory and binding arbitration 
is the adverse affect it would have on the bargaining process 
itself. We have learned our lessons from fact-finding under the 
present law which has functioned primarily as advisory arbitration. 
We have observed that where fact-finding is required and automatic 
there is little or no bargaining preceding it. Positions are pol
arized on most issues at the outset. Both side.s, anticipating that 
fact-finding will result in a compromise solution, are naturally 
reluctant to make any major concessions. The employer is dissuaded 
from making a final offer and the union holds out for its original 
or near original demands. In other words, the resulting impasse 
is contrived and staged. · 

The imposition of binding arbitration would only tend to 
decrease rather than increase bargaining activity. And, bargaining 
is really what the law is supposed to protect and promote. 

3. Still another compelling reason for refusing binding 
arbitration goes beyond purely economic considerations. It is 
one thing to agree in principle to arbitration, it is quite another 
to agree to arbitrate matters of principle. For example: The most 
important principle employers fight.to preserve in a labor contr~ct 
is the right to manage. A labor contract is, of course, to vary
ing degrees an infringement upon this right, but there are certain 
prerogatives that employers will not surrender willingly to co
determination with their employees, unions, governmental bodies or 
arbitrators. 

Fortunately, the Employee-Management Relations Act spells 
out the rights which are reserved to the local government employe
"without negotiation or reference to any agre~ment resulting from 
negotiations." Pressure is mounting, however, to erode or take 
away, altogether, these rights guaranteed by law. It's happening 
across the bargaining table under the guise that in some way or 
another, these management rights remotely affect "wages, hours 
and working conditions 11 over which the public employer has a 
statutory duty to bargain. 

Where efforts have failed at the bargaining table, fact-find
ing panels are being asked to make advisory determinations on the 
negotiability of issues involving such things as the employer's 
right to maintain the efficiency of its operations or to determine 
the methods, means and personnel by which its operations are to be 
conducted. These are clearly excluded by law from the bargaining 
table and are opposed in principle by the public employer. 

-2-
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In the current bargaining dispute between the Washoe County 

Teachers Associatfon and the School District, no less than 25 
issues regarding non-bargaining subjects under the law have been 
introduced for fact-finding determination. Even though I, as one 
of the fact-finders, question the authority of this panel to · 
make a decision as to whether a subject is bargainable or not, 
the panel 1 s recorrrnendations are still subject to the approval of 
the School Trustees, an elected body. Under compulsory, binding 
arbitration, I fear it would be another matter. 

In conclusion. We do not believe it would be in the best 
interest of the State to have the salaries of our firemen, teachers 
and other public employees fixed by non-resident third parties 
who are not responsible to the taxpayer. We reject the "ability 
to pay" theory of dete•rmining salaries as being incompatible 
with economy in government. And finally, although we support the 
principle of arbitration as a terminal point of settling grievances 
arising out of the labor contract, we are opposed to the arbitration 
of principle in the bargaining process where no contract exists. 

/ 
/ 

C 1 in ton G. Kno 11 
General Manager 

Reno Employers Council 
Nevada Association of Employers 

-3-
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FEBRUARY 17, 1971 

TO: SPEAKER JACOBSON 

FROM: HAL SMITH, CHAIRMAN, GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

SUBJECT: COMMITTEE PROGRESS REPORT 
7t 

TO DATE OUR COMMITTEE HAS HAD REFERRED TO IT A TOTAL OF 66- BILLS. 

ACTION HAS BEEN TAKEN ON 26 OF THESE BILLS. WE HAVE ALSO 

HAD A TOTAL OF 7 AJR REFERRED. PRESENTLY ONLY 2 AJR ARE BEFORE 

THE COMMITTEE. 

A JOINT SENATE-ASSEMBLY HEARING WAS HELD ON MONDAY, FEBRUA1Y 15, 

1971, TO HEAR TESTIMONY ON AB 190 - BI-STATE WATER COMPACT. 

AN ESTIMATED NINTY-TWO PERSON ATTENDED THIS HEARING AND 

MUCH VALUABLE INFORMATION WAS GATHERED. THE COMMITTEE EXPECTS 

TO TAKE IMMEDIATELY ACTION ON THIS MEASURE. 

TODAY, A JOINT SENATE-ASSEMBLY HEARING WAS HELD TO CONSIDER 

AB 178 - EXTENDS AMENDED PROVISlONS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES

MANAGEMENT RELATION ACT TO ALL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES: PROVIDES 

FOR BINDING ARBITRATION: SPECI~IES CERTAIN PROHIBITED PRACTICES. 

AS IT IS THE FEELING OF THE COMMITTEE THAT THIS MAY BE ONE OF 

THE MOST IMPORTANT PIECES OF LEGISLATION ACTED UPON THIS SESSION, 

AND BECAUSE OF THE FACT TT AFFECTS SO MANY PEOPLE, THE PLANS 

ARE NOT TO TAKE ANY ACTION ON AB 178 UNTIL THE COMMITTEE HAS HAD 

SUFFICIENT TIME TO PROPER CONSIDER THE MATTER. 



GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE REPORT 

PAGE 2 1 ':'k 
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ON THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 18, 1971, THE ADGENDA WILL BE DEVOTED 

TO CONSIDERATION OF BILLS CONCERNING PUBLIC EMPLOYEES AND 

CHANGES IN THE PUBLIC RETIREMENT ACT. WE HAVE NOTIFIED 

MANY PEOPLE WHO WE FEEL WILL BE INTERESTED IN SUCH LEGISLATION 

AND ALSO PEOPLE WHO CAN ADVISE THE COMMITTEE OF THE EFFECTS 

OF THE LEGISLATION FROM A FANCIAL AND PRACTICAL VIEWPOINT. 

WE FEEL THAT THIS IS A SENSITIVE AREA AND PLAN TO GIVE EVERY 

ONE INTERESTED A CHANCE TO BE HEARD. 

A NUMBER OF REVISED CITY CHARTERS ARE SCHEDULED ON OUR 

ADGENDA IN THE NEXT FEW WEEKS AND IT IS THE PLAN OF THE 

COMMITTEE TO ACCEPT THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE LOCAL OFFICIALS 

ON THESE CHANGES. 

ON FEBRUARY 24, 1971, THE MATTER OF AB 170 - PROHIBITS 

FURTHER PURCHASE OF DATA PROCESSING EQUIPMENT OR CONTRACTS FOR 

PRIVATELY FURNISHED SERVICES BY ANY STATE AGENCY OR POLITICAL 

SUBDIVISON. AS THE COMMITTEE FEELS THAT THIS BILL WILL 

BE OF GREAT INTEREST TO MAY STATE AGENCIES AND LOCAL GOVERN

MENTS IT SHOULD BE EXAMINED CAREFULLY TO DETERMINE THE 

PRESENT FACILITIES AND FURTURE NEED AS WELL AS TO DETERMINE 

IF THE PRESENT EQUIPMENT IS BEING FULLY USED. 

IT IS PLANNED TO HOLD HEARINGS ON AB 5 - CREATES THE POSITION 

OF OMBUDSMAN. 



GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE REPORT 

PAGE 3 

IT IS THE PLAN OF THE COMMITTEE TO INTRODUCE NEW LEGISLATION 

DEALING WITH THE SUBJECT OF THE USE OF THE FORMER LEGISLATIVE 

CHAMBERS IN THE CAPITOL BUILDING. A SPECIAL SUB-COMMITTEE 

IS WORKING ON THIS PROJECT AND WILL SOON PRESENT THEIR IDEAS 

TO THE COMMITTEE. WE DO FEEL THAT THE DIRECTION GIVEN THIS 

PROJECT AT THIS SESSION WILL SET THE PATTERN FOR THE RESTROATION 

OF THESE CHAMBERS. 

IT IS MY PERSONAL FEELING THAT OUR COMMITTEE IS WORKING WELL 

TOGETHER AND ALSO WITH THE OTHER MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATURE, 

AND THAT WE ARE IN A POSITION TO PROPERLY REVIEW ALL LEGISLATION 

NOW BEFORE THE COMMITTEE AND ALSO TO WORK ON ANY ADDITIONAL 

PROPOSALS THAT ARE REFERRED. 



GENE ECHOLS 3 
,Q Councilmen 

IQ C.R. CLELAND Mayor 

CLAY LYNCH I {~K ~'f!'Ti[l 
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AARON WILLIAMS 

City Manager 

City of North Las Vegas 
2200 Civic Center Drive • P. 0 . Box 4086 

NORTH LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89030 

Assemblyman Hal Smith 

Nevada State Legislature 

Carson City, Nevada 

Dear Hal, 

Telephone 649-5811 

February 17, 1971 

It is my understanding that you intend to introduce a "consolidation" 

bill similar in nature to t be vetoed A.B. 792. I sincerely hope you will 

reconsider and not follow this course. 

As you are aware, I'm sure, the electorate of North Las Vegas is OP

posed to consolidation unless it can be shown to be of benefit to them. 

Consolidation has long been kicked around in generalities and very vague 

claims have been made for it. In practicality, however, it has not been 

effective in those areas where it has been introduced. 

Before you introduce any bill regarding consolidation I wish you 

would grand me and/or others 1n North Laa Vegas a chance to sit down with 

you and discuss the matter. 

Finally I would refer you to our 1970 Republican State Platform Plank 

Number 11: ttThe Republican Party, concerned with maintaining the political 

integrity of the cities, believes that any legislation permitting or com

pelling consolidation or annexation must be approved by a majority of 

voters in each of the political subdivisions involved." 

Hal, we can live with a consolidation bill similar in nature to 

the one which allowed Reno and Sparks to vote separa tely on the issue. 

This is a democratic way. The alternative is discriminating against the 

third largest city in the state. It was for this r eason that Governor 

Laxalt vetoed the A.B. 792. 

I do appreciate the work you do Hal. You are a dedicated person and 

('.t_ _,,QlQAf w·r•h-QA., ,) -tRa,,,J_ ~~ t~~:. 




